The Monarchy
Ulster crisis that the King should refuse his assent to
the Home Rule Bill. It is the argument that, if the King
does not approve of .the advice tendered to him by his
ministers, he can always force their resignation, and is
justified in doing so if the new Goverment obtains a
majority.
But what the argument fails adequately to weigh is the
position of the King if the new combination does not
obtain a majority. His dismissal of ministers is the
abandonment of his neutrality; he has, by their dismissal,
asked the country to reject their views and has, thereby,
proclaimed his own. This is to make him the reserve
power in the Constitution; and the exercise of that power
is bound always to be a difficult, and sometimes a
dangerous, adventure. Professor Keith would, I think,
agree that it is a weapon only to be used in extraordinary
times. But who is to judge what is an "extraordinary** time?
Is it the King himsjelf ? Then he is bound either to be a
man of exceptional political discretion and acumen—not
always kingly qualities. Is he to take advice ? If so, whose
advice is it to be? It cannot seriously be argued that he
should surround himself with a "kitchen Cabinet" of
Lord Eshers, whose counsels he prefers to those of his
responsible ministers; no Cabinet would accept such a
position. It cannot, either, be urged that he should be in
contact with the leaders of the Opposition whether
directly or, as has sometimes been the case, through
the mediation of men like Lord Esher or the Archbishop
of Canterbury. If the King is to decide what ministers
he will have, even subject to the results of a general
election, his views are bound to be discussed in that
election. The King then inevitably develops a policy of
his own, 'perhaps, even, a party of his own; and we are
driven back to the technique of George III. The true
407

